Typification of grasses described by Linnaeus has been revisited by many botanists because he hardly ever cited specimens for his species. For Poa amabilis, Linnaeus (Sp. Pl.: 68. 1753 Observ. Bot. 4: 20. 1786) , since the specimen has pectinate-ciliate palea keels, oblong spikelets ca. 3 mm long with 7−8 florets, glandular panicle branches, and many glandular spots (rings?) on the culms. Eragrostis tenella lacks glands and has shorter spikelets. Glue covering this specimen obscures the diagnostic glands typical of E. viscosa, these were apparently missed by Veldkamp (l.c. 2002: 157-204) . Veldkamp explicitly placed E. viscosa as a taxonomic synonym of E. amabilis, but all other accounts we consulted accepted E. viscosa as distinct (http://tropicos. org/Name/25518618?tab=acceptednames). We agree with Phillip's assessment of the identity of the lectotype as E. viscosa. However, our assessment of Plukenet's tabula 300, fig. 2 (http://bibdigital.rjb. csic.es/ing/Libro.php?Libro=5475), based on the delicate, elongated, oblong panicle with long pedicelled and compact spikelets, is that it is an excellent match for the mature panicle on Linn. 87.33 (http:// linnean-online.org/1411/, the lectotype of Poa tenella), as Linnaeus himself (l.c. 1762) seemingly came to realize.
GBIF.org reported 4381 occurrences of E. amabilis, 1753 of E. tenella (noted to be a synonym of E. amabilis), and 782 of E. viscosa (accessed 5 Apr 2018). On the other hand, Google Scholar returns 1090 results for a string search on "Eragrostis tenella", 406 for "Eragrostis amabilis", and 274 for "Eragrostis viscosa".
To stabilize the nomenclature of these taxa, we have three principal options: (1) formally propose the outright rejection (utique) of the name Poa amabilis as based on Veldkamp's lectotypification, and therefore use both Eragrostis tenella and E. viscosa as currently applied; (2) accept Veldkamp's lectotypification of P. amabilis and use E. amabilis for the long-standing, previously unambiguously applied E. viscosa; or (3) propose conservation of P. amabilis against P. tenella to firmly establish priority, and with a conserved type to match the concept of E. tenella. For the last option, we could propose to typify P. amabilis on the lectotype of P. tenella (LINN No. 87.33) , or propose Plukenet's "t. 300, f. 2", an original element of the name, as a conserved type, with LINN 87.33 as an epitype. Choosing options 2 or 3 would retain the use of the name E. amabilis, although option 2 would change the concept of the name to E. viscosa, which would be disruptive of current usage and the historical literature. Option 3 would reduce the name E. tenella to synonymy under E. amabilis. We feel the best solution is provided by option 1, i.e., outright rejection of P. amabilis, which would also remove any uncertainty over the relative priority of P. amabilis vs. P. tenella. 
